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Dear Paul, 



Because Bud asked me to remain near tne phone in case he has to consult 
me from the Bay nearing today in Meraohis, I had planned to keep this afternokn as 
clear as possible. Thife, having cleaned up most of taemeil, I begin to respond to 
your request for comment on your paper dealing with head-motion and Zapruder. In 
order to get it to you es fast as possible, having read your first page, I will have 
to comment as I read, which, of course, is not as good as reading and then goiig 
oyer. However, as you knowrf, I am also in the final stages of a book, so thereis 
little choice, it nay be tost, in Ijtght of what ^ raay ©me ae-fross in later pages, 
some of the earlier comm nt may be unwarranted. However, I hope you will believe 
it is not deliberate, coming from the disagreement you know I nave with your thesis. 



n Page 1, par. 1. To say that "riritics of the Warren ^eport have drawn 

a/ypuments against tne Commission's concession from theprincipal record of tie 
assassination , tne Z film, is inaccurate and prejudicial. It is tne same as saying 
only , wnether oh not you mean to, and tneprincipal physical evidence was tie corpse, 
vidence above meant record, but the sameis true and you should rephrase that part. 



n he .her cr not you sc intend, I say as so n as I begin your s'cond ts ragraoh 
that you arausing Thompson as a straw man. It is inevitable. You know most major 
critics nave criticized him and you know that, this aspect of his work was plagiarism. 
Especially is tnis true wnen with uncritical pretended straightforwardedness you ssy, 
"Thompson analyzed in detail", He gaveuhis opinion, but his work can hardly be 
cells d analysis because it was separate from the other replant evidence. 

It is erroneous to say "Kennedy is obviously driven backward and to the left", tho 
Garrison- Lane formulation. These are discontinuous motions aid is was not, I think it 
1° ^ ho say, "oriven" to the left. He went tnat way, but not because he was "driven". 

IYdyou are to be precise, you should say "wounds", multiple, not "producing a 
massive' and fatal wound". It is inadequate to say that "several critics have claimed 
that tiie backward motion is in itself evidence of a shot from the right front (the 
direction of tne grassy knoll." %ne is tne first book to report this and it doesn’t 
say right front ana tnerc are two grassy knolls. As I © ntinue it is more apparent 
that, whether or not consciously, you sro using Thompson as a straw man. I camnot 
redead, but is it fair to say "comparable"? The "conclusions, as you know, it: not 
Thompson's, repeated it. Nor is this tae only possibility of hits from both tie 
front end the beck, what I also regard as "implausible". 



Pege two: it is to repeat an earlier imprecision to say that it is Dr. 
Alvarez who "found evidence that Zapruder had jiggied his camera, probably in 
reaction to a shot", for this was earlier published by me and I have slwa3 r s presumed 
his interest in it was prompted by you and perjte&s others. In fairness to Dr. A, I 
think the best that can be said is that he confirmed the earlier finding Hiich he 
failed to credit, allowing this duplication to get the widest broadcasting in history 
as though it were his original finding.- and he knew it wasn’t. 



If J. understand youjl/b&t tom 2, top 3, you are saying that theforce required 
to drive some soft material forwardm as you describe that direction, was sufficient 
to drive the entire head backward, and! that violently. If this is not wnsfc you are 
saying, I no uld appreciate a formulation I might better understand. Whether or net 
tnis is the case, is it adequate, with, whst you seem to be building on it, to describe 
this motuon as "primarily in. tne forward direction"? How about to the JK left? Can you 
be absolutely certain that the "primary" direction was not to his left, on thebe sis 
of Z alone? You rnoy do tais, but in order- not to forget, you should also study this 
head motion in Muchmors. 
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Please do not misunderstand me on testingor the official version’s 
probity. Dick Barnabio and I went to considerable trouble and expense to check 
out what t he FBB, ostentatiously, did not. We found m could exactly duplicate what 
they didn’t even try to-and ye had not, at tilebeginning of our own test, seen bow 
teds coul be so. (Some of dents.) However, you ssk for critical comment, and 
that is what I'm trying to give, intending constructive pyQpose and hoping to fore- 
stall what I regard as at best an inevitable, another, sycophantic, out-sof-context 
■gse. One is too much, especially when it will be presented an science, which is 
also what ones proved th world flat aid the rotation of tae sun around* the earth. 

How does a shot from the prone position into a target an ungiven numbsr 
of feet above tna ground get described as driws^tne target downward? 

I next come to the description of what happened to toe bullet, and am 
reminded of the earlier L’"A use. CBS used masonite except where it was required, what 
did you add to tae melon to replace the boneof the head? How did you compensate for 
the differing reactions of the diffar^Ting kinds of bullets, of different velocities 
(ypur’s not given*}, angles of incidence (in real situation tne.re were two ) . And did 
you use any kind of explosive bullet? Did you use extremely high, small calibre? Or 
are you a ssu :ing that the 399 had to ba it? This means nothing and invalidates every- 
thing, ” silence” or fiction, if it is tns basis of your "test”. But, without simulation 
of bone, here you any? Do y«u suppose all of this didn’t suggest itself to the FBI? 

It may not be disqualification, but l regard as dubious spray- length 
comparisons at 24 to 16 speed. 



If your tie Son could "fall down under the influence of gravity", how have 
you conducted a reel "test "V How do you duplicate tue attachment of the head to tue 
body? 

■*’ haven't the scientific background, in any discipline , to argue, so 1 merely 
express what seems to me to be u common -sens 3 apprehension of compounding: exaggeration 
by needlessly exposing at 34 fps end then projecting at 16 fns, which is the speed tt 
which the film, should have bean exposed. And wnet is the "apparent ambiguity"? 

''“by is It of interest to note the discrepancy with Zaprudsr whs you have 
not atlpuleted identical conditions? 

^nleso misread this psgo, you ere saying that your work shows that if 
the shot bad been from the front, the spray also could have bed&fcoward the front. 



It is quits wrong to say that because tug film Is owned by LIFE you cannot 
reproduce it. The first book did contain frames from it, I've used them on TV, all 
over the country, and LUES has not made a murmur. If you want to do sob® thing construct-: 
|five with the backing of TWA, challenge LIFE on uhis rather then assuming wnat is: 
proven wrong to begin, with. You can and should reproduce the frames, for someone in 
the scientific community may be able to project an understand^Lu your discipline, 
thattis co ntrery to yours, especially on toe direction of th 



interpretation of tae motion. You continue to use ■“•hompsan ss 



pray as well ss the 
straw man, and it is 



not accurst a to say we allege only that "considerable matter .. .was ejected backward 
end to theleft". Most went other then to the front. And, I hops you are not forgetting 
the alleged distribution of the alleged fragments of bullet, with all that physics 
tells you about that. I hope you also realize that you ere assuming the pristine 
condition of tor. film. I, for one, wouldn’t-end have .hat I regard ss reason not to. 



much Dior' than ylu are ewe re o’ 
you what I know. 



od to indicate- to you, being unable to tell 



How can LWA say there is a "similarity” between 84fps and 16 fps film? 



are" now oublishc 



lose 



d lately 



All of the frames around the head sho' 
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tnat racqyied, but neglected to do so”. vf^t, do von m-an ~ - , 
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CAxe a pray cun go any*? way* " 0,11 ^oes, ciiafc 
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bniuia not. .1 thins the reaction or interaction! of bullet and 

o that with tape. 
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rind or tape? . r a better approximation of skin theft melon- 



I think a simple explanation o.f ’Yhat -w-.n +> /i., -+ ... . \ 

melons showed any forward motion before recoJ? «irr^iv fk’ :> L uaat aocsof * ie 

°f science is it to ignored ^mo^closS^ tar f et ’' whst Had 

T'™° n fJ a **' f? single respect du^i^S - ld 



happen to •' the t^get” . chat does 
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type.^ character, consistency, ripeness, etc.? What d*su ”ri-id bodv” M 
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ay/ lx 1 say X susre your epprh^neion "n d T i --iT'or-'^v "1=’ 0,5 iu an ua.u-scr.iced 

of ; uanpson*s thesis, need I say 1 begaVbv nleTw-l. ^ ^f Untfi . to ^ecaois 
man/ I’ve already mentioned, in addition *s’ ^° u . ''' 3 " e 7l0j -' laa S «Sh a straw 

"corrected for” warn neither. b^i^ lr , ,1 " - -adored variables, mow could it. be 
example?.. Ia lao see no acc ^ 




( 'HI about^sh'ufit 1 H 

to sse me from hsvin : bea at LIFE and rP J T t ofl rte.ally) from Ray, for Ray csme o 
early fall of 1966)/'Y 0 u will nfd Tdeaor^ J *1 told thera ^ tie 
by, not inconsistent with thedisappea ranee of Z284 S fr n fh° U£ \" motlorls 1 sti11 stand 
refusal to replace it, nor tie SI 1? , from dlldes and P«' si stent 

*»• 284 rang,; !•„ “fgj 1 i"™ V* ls ”>* °>=viou»ly in 

mera doubt of tide error estimates? Sy LJcoeot fif S""' ?f ««> 

Will be face d with the certaintv the,- out? But > lf you do, you 

which would hardly be what you are a 0 ,oMM ^ aGd f 0ssln S work of known inaccuracy, 
a real study themost tS co ? uH be said fo^R TlT ^ 8 P ° Slti - to ^ 

what then ell make a study about tLfrll v 8 3 that ^P 3051 ^ wrong, ari 

any forward motion cou^not be used "a* Jh^ an ° th8r straw man nere (top7), that 

even Thompson does Sat oSteth! as 'f id0 ^ e of a shot from the front". Not 

t- olidn oVinSo" f Stfll ! " rt “ Stl -' ««* » «« 

you nant to T »o”o tte ‘“‘Si 1 ai3 4»»Uflcotl„n, flat all 

is to beg the question incredibly fhr^thf '? 31111 physically possible" 

aether cofev candy, pubic hairs ’non «xi + S °+ a question really is "with a human head”, 
way is as immaterial aa anymS’ “ V ! 7 * ^^prints-even melons behave this 

duplication |would not perif " us to m’vt if a clos « still-not-faithful 
tion", why make any, knowing, as sure as* hell ®* a ^ ement sbout the assassinate 

disclaimer this is hoHt will tfL.9 mUst ’ that r9 S a ^less of any 

to advance yourself (I fio not mean l‘bdi^ tM^Tdf JoM °w?th IT ° f 
government-funded institution? If you cannot Al5rarsz ’ of the 

to criminal to make any. ^hat M i“ ?! +° J dlid com ' a ^son, it is close 

question is three Striven, sfbtirtej? ? ,2" aad >> added ’ whehfee 
standing, „ from thapast X £J. .flftlX ’T*** 

most definitive confirmation „-p -t-hr, ? v, T" Ke tais 136 taken as tne 

you seem to bo nna.are of “ '! ‘-oroeoult, and I am troubled ti.t 
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xrix srss-s :?£I~ 
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p K pl 0 an apology, "that » ’ 

and an inadeouate analysis of tne pavSeis of n, ao ?!rors ta3n "Intuition 

already said that tn e gelatin Sln^Sd ITLtl 8i I Uatioa ' * AQd --^oyou hr ve 
are not going to (and I tel you did no t) "duSi LTTyl^ tnsfc yon are not 
or science can yo theh say "the "ot on of the - ' ^ 9a -ity, by rhat kind of loguc 

“tbi, rnmusien ebenldl, stated _ 




in. Nothing could be more appropriate. Bfct because you feel LVA bMisrros +M* 
jork as originstinrwJtfh^fyori^tS’hto accuse^' \f 

. jj rxzsx 2.x ’ 

=S“S SSbS^tLT 1 sn«*! ; 4 “ " hl “ « »»p.S=on „ 

valiUtj, i» pdysla. a n d aU othaa hia,^ ollSi’i^e^stoXSe “S “t£L 
is an accurate and faithful comparison there is no comparison l f 8 ™ 

W8 ju=S?iS^? d bSf0rS PU ? Ucati - *0 a firm statement that he mS ih?\£* 1 
justifies either your conclusion or his stronger one. Vfe’n than v. ^ 

Ub h f, 11 -, 1 — M «lao life Mb 

*>«ad". What mat backward? ?, list »ent“idSall? TM a- 1 "? 9 £ro “ “* *»»««•*'■ 

•hat ,o» or h. have ita«T™.? “IL^LS” *° te 01 “ « 

this bacons S^d^rc^LS?! ihif, l“ d lnt ° 
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everything, beginning with concept through formulation of what ^celT" Sonclus^ ? 
tnis should be included in such an SitiouJ 3 ^^?^ Jn^SteSgSe! 3 UnCl ® ar 33 
cabbages are^Sngi!^™ 16 ' h8T9 none ’ unless *» •» «**«« 



,, ’7l Pe iaent8ll y Verified" when the closer simulation of the human b-ain 

tne one used by the government, doesx prove exactly tne opposite? Blether'S ^rves 
nor ulcer can tolerate much more, so I'm abbreviating. . 

f. rm , „ J- C £ S f 3 co * clusio11 correct"? hat proof is there is this? That horses 
op bullshio? Again, tne gelatifc is closer to proof* 

"test it experimnetally" is the one thing you did not do. 

T,,r A < . ?Sly 31 d not tae barren Commission come up with this? Because the? lacked 
IhA s contempt for human intelligence^ dared not vomit what he will. 

Bed! cal *** »“ ““ * 911 *“ 9 «*"«* 

, n+ ^ Were the "bureaucratic, political and organizational? T 0 u mean, th® 

fired into closer approximations? They couldn’t have fired into cadavers? 

WBT , n ™ ”Qrtickly-reached conclusions Neither mine nor tho e of ihe Commi-ion 
were. The Commission agnized this long, it sustained defections over it.ld I s^nt 
1 Poring over Z alone, I warrant, thotlall of you connect J with this fistl 

^rld science together before I published my om conclusion, the exist! -eg on? on- 

the first one, so studiously ignored here. You prefer the straw man. 

nnT1 f 0t t0 d8fend Thompson, which is impossible, how can you comnare an - nv ^ id 

? uU, s relevant thing? 




Thera is a fine, judicious statement on page 8, I agree: "Alvarez * 
explanation is hardly obvious", H 0 w tnaa! 

1 digress to tne abstract, which contains tais false statement: 

"....comments on the motion as observed in the Zafiruder film by critics..." 

*ou^ discuss Thompson only and he is not "critics". You discuss nothing not ou t of 
context. And I note the discrepancy between the representations of the LWA rela- 
tionship tostassaaxSSx with Cffi on pages 2 and 8. 

This refunds meof Roberts, who said such things as "Lane and beisberg 
s®y” and never looted me, for I did not say what hs said I did, ditto -with 
Epstein and me. If Thompson’s was "scientific" then shrimps whistle Sixie. (9) 

Alvarez dares call this "incontrovertible physical evidence"? Or any of you? 

But it is good that here defense of the Commission and its "defenders" 
is explicit (In my belief, they’ll not survive their "defenders"). 

Same error about "all ofnthe frames". 

I do not recall this citation from. Stamm earlier than in Accessories. It 
is this an early and precisely accurate account of what I claimed earlier and you do 
not address, that the two motions were discontinuous. You say otherwise. The alleged 
accalleration of tnecsr is no tribute to Stamm, for the most" casual examination of 
the film disuses this didn t ername until much later. Sylvia’s book, by the way, dates 
to late 1967, not late 1966, (bottom, 9). Tince presented this trading (10) to me as 
his own idea. x t is s good one. This formulation confuses between fron and right 
of the car with front and right of the ©resident and duplicates the error about a 
single, 03 ntinuous motion. 

On page, as you mustm you beg tne question of bone. It is no response to 
talk about the stomach, 

I 

_ must protest toe misquotation from PW 24, where x have just cheeked, nest 
believing x 'made so Jross a misrepresentation of my own belief, I did make ihis typo. 
That it is this kind ’of error No, 1 misread you. I said the first was from the rear, 
that the 313 was from the front. My earlier citation of 'WZ2 is correct, 223. I asrume 
you had some reason for not citing this, since both were published before Thompson and 
both be fora Sylvia. 



when I consider what is |$?ored of the serious critics, I can assume no 
more than prejudice in this irrelevancy quoted from Harrison (11). 1 ignore' this 
lengthy mush because it is irrelevant and can be designed only as prejudice. 

You quote from the sTecht cross-examination. I believe that was in tne 
afternoon session. If so, I do not have it ana would appreciate a copy. I ha ve the a.m. 

Nor is CBS worthy of more than disdain in a work of "physics", so I do 
not even read that, either, I've noted, in skipping that "a liaptbulb is obviously 
a very poor simulation of the President's head”. How does a" ”'2SsS" > become a good one? 

L? : Please justify "careful measurement ts" as applied to Thompson, tne basis 
of this "analysis" And if CBS is wrong in using "an unrestrained buld", how is it 
right not to describe the parallel with tn. melons? 



13 Are you underwiling: that there was 



that if tnere had beai i 



>uld have had 



Ul! 



cvhsr than caused by the car, whicu you ignore. 



"til 0 ’t i n S u 3 Ti T. 3 

In any event, 



15 m v,lnd ,311 d 
tiler it 7/as 0 ’.vind 




, ub ,„ 1ha dp; 1 rSad fir3t 3rt of the fc ot tom quotation to will oh you se-vn to 
S th correctly, you are really saying that the weak snot is whs re 'the hole ' 
was and the ejection of matter from the front is rowf the vi^ I X 

liowcw.r, you are not dealing with el*** a ‘'high Velocity" 'Wing^L^t 

19. Tr U csn expand on the lack of knowledge that tho 
considers "■> tv i-hn _ w „ .r „ JS - 10Wiea S- the headsnap wss ne® r 

y urseff questions: Ssp ,1£n' ttTTta S-n"?’ V-*Z' ^ ™ 8t aak 
says the snap l* to the left, which you know it ‘isn’t. “ * S Mudlmore snd tDsn 

^t they T ‘ 

that they know uneir business, whether or not that skill is displayed in Lne a ~ 

o fballi at i - - °1 i fe ’ the n°L'n 0 a * tter e f ° r ®* be essumed that they know less of the facts 
wL ! ,7+w + ^ L(L nd 3ssociates and to make a necessary test-or 

in DC 'in 11/63! 7 01 lt WDUid haVe sil0Wn " 3Ven if m9lons we ^e not in season 

. . . If you are not claiming there was only s shot from tte rear be honest 

of ( excuse the expression) "science”. Pro^ti uU.ion 

_ 3311 you haTe "conclusions" about the notions without consideration 

uho wounas? And does physics today not include SueiaLd? 

yr . , 1X11 your Pretended disclaimers vaporize at the ton of 23, where wu have 

St Sf Tvf 129 iS tae of quotes:” Our work has demonstrated 

t at tn. fatal shot probably was tired from the direction 0 / the Texas School Book 
Depository Bulging, a sine qua non for any single assassin* theory.” 

you "conclude” W®! ^ aled T a©ra so rapidly (23) and tnat 

* ® 8rl4er concluded about the first shot on nothin* herein 

attributed to science and early copyrighted. It is not an original conclu^o- 
f! U + h you nei than say^ this nor creflftt any source. In such , work, how^r, r£-r 
is .he obviious nex„ requirement, "Our work disproves the Wsrren Report"? 

was couvriJ 1 ted A J'ITqaR PlaSia f> iS f 18 repeated here * Atbest have duplicated what' 

as copyrighted m 1965, ana that not on ni s own initiative. Some science. Some honor. 

rf . 4 -h„ w 24j r. tiie entl 7 to teamen: "...out observation tend to support the conclusion 

f:, t , • Ise i*- ‘-; k « ri “W! ■»* *™i t-<m ton- slots In tins not possible 

tl) £?sS: «*»~C«U Si. timing l s fate, lt beginning Itl L aoui. 0 I 



I've not tin 
Target five is noted. 



for close examination of what is obviously invisible, but 



pineapple? 



Can I borrow A6 through A 11 ?I can't buy, but will return. 



(App 3). Also 



.. 1 3nly fair bo ssic “ fl3t 1 he told how to communicate wita all pros- 

pective users of this "science" so I can request identical and coinciding opportunity 
to discuss trus new science, esp. the modi , for there you should anticipate" mytoca- 
S“ f Jf 9 , ftlrn n a d0Ctri ^ tc ' lf «ee ssary, and through a demanf^a'i 

as a preliminary if rejected by tae stations or the p CC . Harold, Wei eber* 



t & t 0( f 




